
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of eXisting facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

X 

X 

• 
X 

X 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve lhe project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project=s projected 
demand in addition to the provider=s existing 
commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project=s solid waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

X 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE -­

a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

X 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Impact 

population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are conSiderable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects)? ' 

X 

c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

X 
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EXPLANATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

Aesthetics (La and c),
 
Agricultural Resources (ll. c),
 
Hydrology and Water Quality (VIII al, and
 
Mandatory Findings of Significcmce (XVIl.a and b)
 

Less Than Significant Impacts 

Aesthetics (La and C), 

Implementation of improved grazing management practices, such as additiqnal 
exclusion fencing, hard'ened livestock water crossings, off-stream livestock watering 

. troughs, etc., may have minor scenic impacts in Bridgeport Valley. Note that all existing 
grazing facilities currently have substantial amounts of fencing along property borders, 
separating livestock paddocks, etc., as well as other agricultural management practices 
implemented on-sileo Only existing grazing facilities may receive coverage under this 
Waiver. 

Agricultural Resources (II. c) 

Some of the water quality improvement-related grazing management practices 
anticipated to be implemented under the Waiver may result in minor reduction of land 
available for grazing, such as riparian areas, filter strips or linear wetlands enclosed by 
exclusion fencing, etc. 

Hydrology and Water Quality (VIII. a) 

Several waterbodies within the Bridgeport Hydrologic Area and Bridgeport Valley and 
the East Walker Tributaries Hydrologic Area (project area) are listed as water quality 
impaired for pathogens (fecal coliform) under Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean 
Water Act. These include: Buckeye Creek, East Walker River above Bridgeport 
Reservoir, Robinson Creek, and Swauger Creek. Livestock grazing operations are the 
likely source of discharges of fecal coliform to surface waters in the project area. Other 
regulatory mechanisms available to the Water Board include imposition of Waste 
Discharge Requirements, enforcement of Basin Plan prohibitions, and adoption and 
implementation of Total Maximum Daily loads (TMDLs). 

Ranches in the Bridgeport Valley have historically utilized a system of water diversions 
and irrigation ditches to flood irrigate their pastures for about a hundred years. 
Bridgeport Valley ranchers have water rights to divert 1.6 cfs per 100 acres of irrigated 
land between 1 March and 15 September, equivalent to four feet (1.2 m) of applied 
water per irrigation season. Down-valley irrigators are often dependent on return flows 
from irrigators upstream. A water rights compact reqUires upstream water users to 
supply adequate water to down-valley ranches. The flow of any given parcel of water 
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may travel any number of routes in cross ditches throughout the Bridgeport Valley, 
making individual responsibility for discharges difficult to track. This suggests that a 
cooperative group of stakeholders comprised of Bridgeport Valley ranchers may be a 
more effective mechanism for improving water quality in Bridgeport Valley, rather than 
each rancher working alone. 

Enforcement actions and WDRs do not allow for this kind of cooperation, whereas 
Waivers to WDRs do allow for third parties, such as the Bridgeport Ranchers 
Organization (BRO), to oversee cooperative water quality improvements and develop 
more efficient group water quality monitoring programs. The waiver will put the 
dischargers on a time schedule to comply with water quality objectives, phased similarly 
to a TMDL implementation plan, but much more timely and efficient, since TMDLs 
require substantial time and staff resources to adopt. Therefore the Waiver provides a 
mechanism for compliance with water quality objectives that is more effective and more. 
timely than the other .regulatory option available. 

Mandatory Findings of Signi"ficance (XVll.a and b) 

Improved grazing management required under this Waiver may have certain indirect, 
less than significant impacts that cannot be predicted at this time. Anticipated types of 
less than significant impacts are short-term in nature such as minor soil disturbance 
associated with construction of: ha rdened livestock water crossings, trenches 
associated with pipes connecting to off-stream livestock watering facilities, post holes 
for new livestock exclusion fencing, soil shaping for new linear wetlands, grassed filter 
strips, etc. It is anticipated that long-term indirect impacts and cumulative will likely be 
positive rather than adverse (e.g. improved local and downstream water quality, 
reduced soil erosion, etc.). . 
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